Abstract: There might always be errors during the learning process which need correction; accordingly, providing corrective feedback is critical. However, the various types of feedback applied during classes affect the learning and teaching process. Teaching and learning could be applied within EFL classes by providing learners with recasts. Recasts have been provided frequently in both first language acquisition and second language acquisition. Extensive studies have indicated that recasts are the most frequent feedback type in speaking, yet this study investigates their efficacy on writing. Forty high school EFL learners participated in this study for 20 sessions within a period of 3 months. The participants were divided into two experimental groups and were provided with two types of feedback. While participants of one group received recasts as a type of indirect feedback, participants of other group received direct corrective feedback. Results obtained by a pretest and a posttest indicated that both groups made significant progress in their writing performance, yet there was a statistically significant difference between the two groups on the posttest. The recast group achieved higher scores, performing better than the direct correction group.
PUBLIC INTEREST STATEMENT
It is almost impossible to imagine a language learning process without any mistakes and errors. What we all know is that the various types of feedback applied during classes affect the learning and teaching process. This urges us to know more about the most effective types of error correction. Forty high school learners in a non-English speaking context participated in this study for 20 sessions within a period of 3 months. While participants of one group received recasts as a type of indirect feedback, participants of other group received direct corrective feedback. Results of the test before the course and the final test at the end of the course indicated that both groups made significant progress in their writing performance, yet the recast group achieved higher scores, performing better than the direct correction group.
Introduction
Writing has been claimed to be the most challenging task for second language learners by scholars (e.g. Banaruee, 2016; Richards & Renandya, 2002) . Skills involved in writing are highly complex (Richards & Renandya, 2002) . This complexity becomes still more noticeable when the learners' proficiency is not high (Banaruee, 2016 ). An important point in writing concerns errors and whether they should be corrected or tolerated. Accordingly, Banaruee and Askari (2016) stated that it is not evident which feedback strategy is more effective; they believe the findings are not conclusive. Teachers may take advantage of different kinds of correction techniques, such as recasts. Even though scholars such as Ellis (2003) and Sheen (2006) assert that recast is the most common type of correction, the effectiveness of recast has not been investigated in writing performance. The present study sought to find out the effectiveness of recasts on high school EFL learners' writing performance. The major focus of studies that have investigated the effectiveness of different types of corrective feedback has been the extent to which direct or indirect corrective feedback facilitates improved accuracy.
With a focus on speaking, recast has been defined variously in the context of English language teaching, Bohannon, Padgett, Nelson, and Mark (1996) defined recast as a correction technique through expansion, transposition, deletion, and other changes, yet with the maintenance of the meaning. Some studies added additional elements to the definition of recasts, such as length (Lyster & Ranta, 1997) , stressed intonation (Doughty & Varela, 1998) , and number of reformulations (Philp, 2003) . Similarly, recast was expounded as rephrasing an utterance with a change of components and unchanged meaning of the whole. Additionally, recasts may vary in form, size, length, and function. In this respect, Ellis and Sheen (2006) argued that recasts can be of various types including corrective or non-corrective, full or partial, single or multiple, and simple or complex recasts. The effect of teaching is demonstrated in learning, in this respect, taking the process approach into account to evaluate learners' writings was also considered throughout this study. Hamp-Lyons and Condon (2000) asserted that drafting, peer and teacher correction, and revision are highly important in developing writing skills. The idea was based on Flower and Hayes's (1981) model of process writing. This was reaffirmed by Ruegg (2015a) "of particular importance within the process approach to writing instruction are drafting, feedback, and the use of that feedback in revision." (p. 262). The practice of recast in writing has not received significant attention by scholars. Therefore, this study was conducted to fill this research gap by providing high school learners with this type of corrective feedback and comparing its efficacy with direct corrective feedback. This study aimed to answer the following research questions:
(1) Do recast and direct corrective feedback have any significant impact on the writing performance of high school EFL learners?
(2) If the answer to above question is affirmative, which one is more effective in improving writing performance of learners?
In order to answer research questions, the following hypotheses were suggested by researchers of this study:
Hypothesis1: Recast and direct corrective feedback have a significant positive impact on the writing performance of high school EFL learners.
Hypothesis2: Recast is more effective than direct corrective feedback in improving writing performance of high school EFL learners.
Review of the related literature

Theoretical views of feedback
A historical overview of correction on writing tasks in EFL courses suggests a change in the underlying guidelines throughout the past thirty years. From 1970s to1980s, countless research was done on writing in L2 classrooms. In the 1970s, the dominant methodology was rooted in the behaviorism theory of learning (Brown, 2007) . This theory asserted the role of immediate correction and insisted on the role of teachers as error-preventers. On the contrary, in the next decade, not much attention was paid to error correction and the required teaching and learning pedagogy in this respect (Ferris, 2003) . As Lee (1997 Lee ( , 2004 indicated, teachers may clarify whether: to correct or not to correct errors, to identify or not identify error types, or to locate errors directly or indirectly. Some scholars (e.g. Banaruee & Askari, 2016; Ruegg, 2010 Ruegg, , 2017 Ruegg, , 2018 suggested that providing feedback, direct or indirect, from teachers or peers, and on every language component can have a significant effect.
Research on error correction today investigates beyond the ideas of to correct or not to correct errors. Scholars seek solutions for finding specific methods of correction for every different type of error in different types of tasks. Moreover, learners' age, gender, learning styles, and cultural backgrounds have been under investigation recently.
Empirical studies
Studies against corrective feedback
Pienemann's (1998) processability theory stated that no change or learning would occur if it is beyond the learners' level of interlanguage. Semke (1984) studied the effects of various methods of responding on L2 learners' writing and the findings revealed that correction neither developed the learners' writing skill nor their language performance in general. Truscott (1996 Truscott ( , 1999 persistently believed that error correction, regarding grammatical errors, is not beneficial. He went as far as to contend that it is detrimental to learners' progress in writing. Truscott (2004 Truscott ( , 2007 reaffirmed that even though numerous studies have claimed that error feedback could improve writing performance; error correction has been a big failure. Additionally, he suggested that the fewer errors made by the students could be due to learners avoiding correction by writing less or not writing certain constructions. Xu (2009) argued that studies concerning the efficacy of corrective feedback need to consider the treatability of linguistic features, but not their teachability, while contemporary research has focused on the linguistic features that are teachable. She also added that observing learners' learned systems of specific linguistic features encourages them to be monitor those features consciously, and this is what researchers have considered as evidence for the efficacy of error correction which it is not. Fazio (2001) investigated the effect of differential feedback on the journal writing accuracy. She argued that the correction was not effective to increase the learners' accuracy. She also added that without considering the learning context, learners' attentiveness, and their familiarity with the correction procedure, deciding on the effectiveness or ineffectiveness of error correction is a pointless effort. Knoblauch and Brannon (1984) suggested that learners who receive peer correction or use self editing develop better writing skills than those who receive teacher feedback. They contended that teacher error correction inhibits learners' cognitive skill development. Hendrikson (1980) contended that direct error correction does not involve much cognitive processing and learners need to engage in self-editing. Other studies (Cohen & Cavalcanti, 1990; Ferris, 1995; Hyland & Hyland, 2001; Zacharias, 2007) have claimed that learners do not understand the feedback they receive. Krashen (1985) suggested postponing error corrections to the last stage of language learning. This was based on the input hypothesis. Learners speak as a result of the competence built through comprehensible input and not the cause of acquisition. Moreover, he asserted that the comprehensible input was necessary, yet not sufficient. Learners' affective factor needs to have little impact on their learning, which means the learners must be motivated, confident, and free of anxiety and stress.
Studies supporting corrective feedback
A significant body of research has investigated the efficiency and nature of corrective feedback (CF), as well as the roles of CF. This research substantially supports the usefulness and feasiblity of CF. There are a large number of studies (e.g. Bitchener & Knoch, 2008; Chandler, 2003; Ferris, 1995 Ferris, , 2003 Ferris & Roberts, 2001; Khoshsima & Banaruee, 2017; Lalande, 1982; Ruegg, 2010 Ruegg, , 2017 which have illustrated that corrective feedback can successfully reduce some types of errors present in writing. In a typology of corrective feedback types, Banaruee and Askari (2016) indicated that all types of corrective feedback can be effective and could be employed simultaneously. Some studies (e.g. Kepner, 1991; Ruegg, 2015b; Semke, 1984; Sheppard, 1992) have argued for the efficacy of content-focused corrections. In the study done by Maleki and Eslami (2013) , it was found that indirect feedback enabled learners to make fewer morphological errors in a new piece of writing than direct correction did. This confirms the findings of Chandler (2003) who pinpointed corrective feedback as a way of improving the accuracy of L2 students' writing. Interestingly, it was found by Banaruee, Khoshsima, and Askari (2017) that individuals with different personality types demand different levels of explicitness of corrective feedback. They suggest that in order to provide effective feedback on extrovert learners' writings, a mixture of explicit and implicit feedback is the most effective.
Studies against recasts
Criticism has been leveled against recasts as a feedback method. The main limitations of recasts are related to whether or not they are noticeable and their ambiguous nature. Sommers (1982) argued that learners as writers desire and demand thoughtful comments; in this respect, appropriating learners' writings is not effective. Learners need comments which allow them to develop control over their writing and to get their intended meaning communicated. Lyster and Ranta (1997) argued that, even though over half of the teachers in their study used recasts in their classes, the level of uptake resulted from recast was found insignificant. Lyster (1998) discussed the unnoticability and implicitness of recast as a drawback of this feedback type. Accordingly, Panova and Lyster (2002) believed that recasts usually pass by the learners unnoticed and hence are not facilitative for interlanguage development. Lyster and Mori (2006) in line with Panova and Lyster (2002) found that the teachers preferred to use recasts. However, the rate of learners' uptake following these recasts was very low. Another issue raised against recasts is that due to their ambiguous nature they might be perceived as synonymous in function to mere repetition for language learners (Long, 2006) . Another limitation of recasts is related to their repairing function; recasts do not elicit repair and learners are simply provided with the correct form without being pushed to modify their output (Loewen & Philp, 2006) . Furthermore, based on previous research (Ellis & Sheen, 2006) , Loewen and Philp (2006) believed that recasts may be differentially effective depending on the targeted form under study. Recast is mainly limited in use in classes due to its ambiguous corrective force and the overt corrective nature of explicit negative feedback. In this respect, several scholars have claimed the ineffectiveness of recast in comparison with prompts (e.g. Ammar & Spada, 2006; Carpenter, Jeon, MacGregor, & Mackey, 2006; Lyster, 2004; Lyster & Izquierdo, 2009) as the result of implicitness, vagueness, and being passed unnoticed by learners. Additionally, Egi (2007) suggested that recasts in their long form are considered different from the problematic utterances, and learners tended to misinterpret them as responses to content. All of the studies discussed focused on recasts as spoken corrective feedback and considered it as negative implicit feedback.
Therefore, it may be effective to follow implicit corrective recasts with explicit corrective feedback or to change the degree of implicitness toward explicitness on recasts as written corrective feedback. No study has investigated the relative effectiveness of recasts accompanied with explicit feedback in the realm of writing. This study makes an effort to do so. The following section reviews a number of studies that have supported the effectiveness of recasts on the speaking of EFL learners (the literature lacks studies done on the efficacy of recasts on writing performance of EFL learners).
Studies supporting recasts
A significant body of research supports the efficacy of recast in classrooms which focused on speaking (e.g. Banaruee, 2016; Braidi, 2002; Han, 2002; Lyster & Ranta, 1997; Mackey & Oliver, 2002; Mackey & Philp, 1998; Nassaji, 2009; Zabihi, 2013) . In terms of the consistency of tense acquisition, Han (2002) compared one group that received no feedback and one that received (oral or written) recasts and claimed that in written and oral examinations the recast group outperformed the no feedback group due to enhanced awareness. A study performed by Zabihi (2013) also supported the notion that recasts, as a form of error correction, could contribute to learners' writing improvement. Nassaji (2009) investigated two types of interactional feedback: recasts and elicitations. He investigated recasts and elicitations' subsequent effects in grammatical features popping up in incidental dyadic interactions. Recast was practiced as an indirect indicator of incorrect statements as the teacher expressed the reformulated sentence implicitly, while elicitation was practiced in various forms as the teacher initiated corrected statements and waited for the learners to complete them, asked them questions to explain "hows", "whys", and "whats", and asked them directly to reformulate their incorrect statements. The results of his study revealed that recasts were more effective than elicitations in the short-term. Previous research supported the notion that students tend to receive feedback on the errors they make, and believe in its usefulness in improving their writing skill (e.g. Hedgcock & Lefkowitz, 1994; Lee, 2008; Leki, 1991; Ruegg, 2010) . In an investigation of the effectiveness of written recasts, Ayoun (2001) investigated the efficacy of written recasts in comparison with modeling as positive evidence and grammar instruction which was explicit and negative feedback. She concluded that learners who received recasts outperformed those who received explicit grammar instruction. Given the conflicting results on the effects of different feedback types, it can hardly be concluded that one feedback strategy would work for all grammatical errors in student writing. It is thus important to investigate various error categories that are targeted. The present study followed this line of research by examining recasts in foreign language writing.
Methodology
Design
This study employed a quantitative, quasi-experimental research design with a pretest-treatmentposttest structure. Two groups were assigned on the basis of intact classes. Each class consisted of 20 students in Reach level, equal to A2 (Waystage Level) based on the Common European Framework. Both groups were given a written pretest before the program to approve the homogeneity of the two groups under study. The pretest was a Mock IELTs Writing Task 2 provided to the learners and the resulting texts were rated by their teacher and two other teachers. Following this, a treatment was given to each group. The writing and scoring criteria were explained to the learners in the initial sessions. The posttest was a Mock IELTs Writing Task 2 provided to the learners and the resulting texts were rated by their teacher and two other teachers. The focus of this research was to provide an increased understanding of how utilizing feedback can be beneficial in EFL writing classes at high school. Finally, all the collected data were analyzed. Details on all these aspects will be discussed in the following sections.
Participants
The participants of this study were 40 high school male EFL learners, chosen according to convenience sampling from Reach level (A2) classes. They were placed randomly into two intact groups; each group consisted of 20 learners aged between 14 and 16 years old. All 40 participants were in level A2, and their homogeneity was corroborated by the pretest results.
Instrumentation
Instruments employed for the purpose of this study included a pretest, writing task 2 of IELTS, so as to assure the level of the students before they received treatments. Writings assigned as homework tasks received recasts as feedback in two phases and were scored in accordance with IELTs grading norm (see Appendix 1) based on the level of vocabulary, grammar, coherence, and relevance. The learners received feedback, revised, and then received the second feedback and assessment. Interrater reliability was tested to ensure reliability and consistency of scoring procedures. For the posttest, another writing task 2 of IELTs was given to find out whether the learners had improved their writing performance while receiving the treatments or not. Students' writings were rated by three different raters.
Data collection procedure
Recasts group procedure
At first two intact classes were chosen. Secondly, writing was assigned within 20 sessions and the learners received recasts in two phases. The time dedicated to a learner's writing was a total of 272 s on average. The participants took part in classes twice a week and studied the book English Time 5 as the focal material, practiced listening, speaking and reading skills inside the classroom, studied new words and practiced sentence making within the class, yet did their writings outside the classroom as their assigned projects. Phase one: initially, the participants took part in vocabulary learning and sentence making exercises based on the designed syllabus (this teaching took place in both classes). The learners practiced a dialog and a reading on the same topic. Subsequently, they were assigned to write a paper based on the topic they had already practiced for the following session. After providing the students with the course materials needed, in the second week, they submitted their first writing assignment, which the teacher/researcher received and provided feedback on by highlighting a single word to a complete sentence as the clarification request, highlighting some spaces before or after a word as the addition request and highlighting below or above a complete phrase or a sentence as the substitution request and gave the writings back to the participants (different types of highlighting were explained orally while giving students their writings back in order to avoid learner confusion) and asked them to correct the mistakes they had made and revise the same writing for the next session. The correction process was timed for each paper. As an average, a writing of 120 words took the teacher/researcher 2 min and 10 s to read. When it came to providing feedback in the first phase of recast, the highlighting process only added 12 s to the reading time.
The teacher also applied grading and scored their writings out of 100, and sometimes wrote encouraging words as; good, nice work, well done, perfect, or even "Practice more". The purpose of this grading was to ensure the learners that their works were being evaluated and the whole process was under close observation. Accordingly, they were aware that the better writing they wrote on the next assignment, the higher average they would achieve.
Phase two: the teacher received the revised writings attached to the first ones; in this stage, he scrutinized the writings and provided recasts to the repeated mistakes and any new mistakes encountered on the second text by writing the reformulated phrases or sentences while keeping the initial meaning. The reformulations were written down behind the learners' writing sheets; the purpose was to provide learners with quick access to the feedback anytime they read their writing. At this stage, the correction process was also timed for each paper. Every paper needed two minutes on average to be corrected. In this respect, every paper needed 4 min and 22 s to be corrected. Hence, about 90 minutes was spent on providing recasts on 20 learners' writings. The writings were given back to the students for reviewing. The writings were graded the second time and at this time the learners received higher scores in comparison to their previous writings. The aim of this ascending scoring was to motivate them as they were writing more drafts. This type of recasts was repeated five times during the term, before giving the students the posttest.
Direct feedback group procedure
The second group (direct feedback), received direct corrective feedback which is the conventional pedagogical methodology. In line with the teaching initiation, the participants practiced a dialog and a reading in the same topic. The focus of the dialog and the reading were on teaching vocabulary and sentence making. The learners were assigned to write on the same topic of their practiced unit. After providing the students with the course materials needed, in the second week, they had their first writing assignment, which the teacher/researcher received precisely as was done for the recasts group. For the direct feedback group, explicit correction was given directly to the writings. The teacher corrected all of the students' mistakes and errors on the same paper in an unfocused corrective fashion and gave them back their writings the following session. The correction process was timed and 5 min and 8 s was spent by the teacher/researcher on every learner's writing on average. In this respect, a class of 20 learners took around 1 hour and 45 minutes to be corrected. The papers were scored and the learners were aware of the outcome. Long explanations, if necessary, were provided orally in the classroom while returning the writing to the students. This type of direct feedback was repeated for five times during the term, before assigning the students a final writing task as the posttest. This study takes advantage of the process approach to writing evaluation and teaching.
Data analysis
An Alpha Cronbach test was run to analyze the inter-rater reliability of the three raters' scores on both pretest and posttest. Two independent samples t-tests were run to compare the performances of the two groups before and after treatment. The aim of the first independent samples t-test was to ensure that the two groups were at the same level of proficiency before receiving the treatment. The aim of the second independent samples t-test was to compare the performance of the two groups after the treatment. In addition, two dependent samples t-tests were run. The aim of the first was to compare the performance of learners in recast group before and after the treatment. The aim of the second dependent samples t-test was to compare the performance of the learners in the direct feedback group before and after the treatment.
Results
In order to evaluate the reliability of the scores rated by three different raters, an Alpha Cronbach's inter-rater reliability test was employed. The results obtained from the Alpha Cronbach inter-rater reliability test indicated that there is a highly significant inter-reliability of all three raters' evaluations. The alpha data obtained were 0.92 for the control group pretest, 0.92 for the experimental group pretest, 0.80 for the control group posttest, and 0.85 for the experimental group posttest which are close to 1 and indicate that the evaluation was not excessively subjective.
In the following part, the descriptive statistics for the writing performance of high school EFL learners are presented. The homogeneity of the direct feedback and recast groups in the pretest is presented below.
The results given in Table 1 indicate that the difference between the means obtained by the direct feedback group and the recast group are not statistically significant; the p-value obtained from the independent t-test was 0.461. Table 1 shows that the mean score attained from the pretest writing scores between the control group and the experimental group was very close and indicated their homogeneity. The statistical results obtained from the paired samples t-test run on the performance of the recast group before and after the treatment indicated significant gains, the obtained p-value was 0.0001. The mean obtained from the performance on pretest was 5.07 and the mean obtained from the posttest was 5.75. The difference between the pre and posttest means was 0.67. Based on this result, it can be concluded that providing the high school EFL learners with recasts on the errors in their writing in particular is probably positively effective in their writing performance development. Do recasts enhance writing performance in comparison to direct corrective feedback? Is there any meaningful difference regarding the writing scores of the two experimental groups in the posttest?
The descriptive statistics for the posttest scores can be seen in Table 2 . The results from the independent samples t-test showed that the students in both the recast group and the direct feedback group improved significantly in their writing performance. Also, the difference between the means obtained by the direct feedback group and the recast group on the posttest is staistically significant; the obtained p-value was 0.00081. Based on the comparison of the two groups, the results revealed that the t-observed values are higher than the critical value in two pairs (pre-test vs. post-test) indicating that the difference between the performance of the participants in the pretest and the posttest was statistically significant. This suggests that the participants in the both groups benefited from the feedback types provided, yet the recast group superseded the direct feedback group. In order to answer the question "Does direct corrective feedback have any effect on high school EFL learners' writing performance?", the following data analysis was applied. The means of the scores obtained by the direct feedback group on the pretest were 4.98, and 5.30 for posttest. The difference between the pretest mean and posttest mean for the direct feedback is 0.32. As P is zero, less than 0.5 (p > 0.005), the difference between the mean of pretest and that of posttest is statistically significant.
Discussions and conclusions
Results obtained in this study suggest that both recast and direct corrective feedback have a significant impact on the writing performance of language learners. It seems that both of them could be effective tools for encouraging learners to identify their errors in writing and to correct their errors. It was revealed that there was a prominent difference between the performance of recast and direct feedback on the posttest; the recast group had better performance in comparison to the direct feedback group which confirmed the second hypothesis; the recasts had a statistically significant effect on the writing ability of high school EFL learners. Some researchers have suggested recasts are less effective than other types of feedback (Lyster & Ranta, 1997; Panova & Lyster, 2002; Long, 2006; Loewen & Philp, 2006; Khatib, Rezaei & Derakkhshan, 2011) . It is necessary to highlight that these studies investigated the efficacy of recasts in speaking performance. Not only was recast effective in developing learners' writing performance in the current study, it also outperformed the other feedback device, direct corrective feedback. This finding was also in contrast with those who argued against the effectiveness of corrective feedback (Chiang, 2004; Hyland, 2000; Hyland & Hyland, 2001; Semke, 1984; Straub, 1997; Truscott, 1996 Truscott, , 1999 Truscott, , 2004 Truscott, , 2007 Xu, 2009; Zamel, 1985) . The finding of the study was in accordance with other studies (such as Ayoun, 2001; Doughty & Varela, 1998; Long, 2006; Maleki & Eslami, 2013; Nassaji, 2009; Zabihi, 2013) which have found recast effective on the development of writing skills. Leki (1991) proposed that it is more effective to provide learners with qualitative feedback about their strengths and weaknesses. Several scholars (e.g. Ferris & Hedgcock, 2005; Goldstein, 2004; Linn & Miller, 2005) have emphasized the effectiveness of assessing and grading learners' writings. They have suggested that grading learners' writings encourages them to revise their papers more attentively. Ruegg (2014) concluded that assessing learners' feedback leads to higher feedback uptake. In her study, the teacher scored learners' writings in the two experimental groups, and it was observed that learners seemed more responsible for their work after receiving scores. This reaffirms findings from several studies (e.g. Ferris & Hedgcock, 2005; Goldstein, 2004; Hamp-Lyons & Condon, 2000; Linn & Miller, 2005; Ruegg, 2015a) . This practice pushes learners to utilize the teachers' feedback in their writing.
Time management is a heated controversy in issues surrounding classroom management, materials development, curriculum design, and teaching techniques. The results obtained from the analysis of the time spent on these two types of corrective feedback are so interesting and helpful. At first sight, having a quick look at the process of providing learners with written recasts seemed lengthy. The reason was considering the highlighting process with different codes in one phase, and reading the revised version of the writings on the second phase while writing the reformulations would be so time consuming. On the other hand, writing corrections of all learners' errors directly at the exact place of the occurrence of errors and doing it in one phase of reading would seem less time-consuming. Yet, having the two processes timed, we found that providing recasts takes much less time in comparison to direct corrective feedback. By meticulous observation, it was found that the reason correcting every error was more time-consuming in the direct feedback group, while the highlighting process did not need much time in the recast group, despite providing feedback twice to this group was that on the second draft of the writing most of the errors had been corrected by the learners. Therefore, the teacher only had to reformulate a few sentences or expressions.
Limitations
The number of participants in this study was only 40 which is a small sample of EFL learners intraculturally and cross-culturally. Hence, studies with bigger samples within a particular educational setting or cross-culturally would add valuable information to the findings of this study. The comparison of recast was limited to direct corrective feedback mainly because this is the conventional method of correcting learners' writing in EFL classes in Iran, which is based on the old and perhaps outdated perception of considering direct written corrective feedback as a fast and effective correction process.
A major limitation of this study was the inequality of the time and stages spent on the learners' writings. Receiving direct corrective feedback twice was not possible for learners. The reason was the nature of this type of error correction which is the correction of errors on the spot. Consequently, this made the learners and the teacher less involved (based on the stages-they only spent one time on each text) with the ongoing process of writing. The department in which the research was conducted did not permit writing within the class time as an in-class activity which limited our observation of the writing as their final outcome and we were not able to follow their writing process step by step while having them write in the classes under close observation.
Suggestions for further research and pedagogical implications
The current study aimed to examine the effect of recasts on the writing performance of high school EFL learners. According to the analyses, there were significant differences between the recast group and the direct feedback group. Considering the finding it can be concluded that recasts are more effective than direct feedback in improving the writing performance of high school EFL learners. The results of this study suggest implications for language teachers, teachers' manuals in the domain of error correction types, and modifications to language institutes lesson plans, and methodology. This study revealed that recast as an indirect feedback was less time-consuming, analysis of various types of indirect corrective feedback can help researchers obtain a clearer understanding of their effectiveness. This could make a significant contribution to current teaching and learning pedagogy. Teachers' guides can also suggest error correction practices based on research findings. It is recommended that teachers bring variety to the way they deliver their feedback and make their feedback more tangible and traceable. This can take place by providing written feedback. Moreover, this study suggests that teachers do not put all of their eggs in one basket, and do not wrap up the feedback process at a time. The way that recast was provided in this study gives learners the chance to receive feedback more than once and feel the sense of achievement after every revised draft of their writing. Above all, we suggest that both implicit and explicit feedback enhances learners' performance on writing and this would be a movement from implicitness to explicitness between drafts. Many researchers have focused on the effect of recasts dealing with spoken performance of learners especially on adults, while this research focused on the writing performance of high school learners. Therefore, it may contribute satisfying information which can be the basis for more research in the current domain. 
